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DETAILED ACTION 

1. As of entry of the amendment filed on 1/3/2007, claims 1-15 are pending in this 
application. Upon reconsideration, the Applicant's arguments are not persuasive (see 
response argument below). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

2. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

Claims 1-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

As in claims 1 and 1 5, a method for updating web pages on a web server without 
republishing the web pages does not produce a useful, and concrete as set forth in 
2106 (IV)(B)(2)(b)(ii), e.g., if the checker approves the change, replicating the change to 
the data on the quality assurance version is not a useful, concrete result because 
replicating the change to the data on quality assurance version is still unknown if the 
checker does not approve. If the checker approves the change, replicating the changes 
to the data on the quality assurance version of the at least one business data table is 
not being available for use in the method for updating web pages on a Web server. 

Claims 2-14 depend to rejected claim 1 thereby those claims 2-14 are rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 101. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
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A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

Claims 1-3, 7, 9, 12, and 14-15 are rejected under 35 U. S. C. § 102 (b) as being 
anticipated by Skok (U.S. pub. No. 2002/0091725). 

Regarding claims 1,12, and 15, Skok discloses a method and system for 
updating web pages on a web server without republishing the web pages, comprising: 
providing on a production database server (203) a live version of at least one business 
data table (see paragraph 0065) containing information used to populate web pages on 
a production web server (203); storing in a quality assurance database server (205) a 
quality assurance version of the at least one business data table (see paragraph 0065) 
used to populate pages on a quality assurance web server (see fig. 2); allowing a maker 
at a business workstation (206)(authorized to create or edit content)(see paragraph 
0038) to access the quality assurance database server (205) and enter a change to 
data on the quality assurance version of the at least one business data table (see 
paragraph 0065)(see fig. 2); allowing a checker (web masters) at a business 
workstation to access the quality assurance database server (205) to review and 
approve or reject the change to the data on the quality assurance version of the at least 
one business data table (see paragraph 0032, 0072); and if the checker approves the 
change, replicating the change to the data on the quality assurance version of the at 
least one business data table from the quality assurance database server (205) to the 
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live version of the at least one business data table on the production database server 
(203)(see fig. 2 or paragraph 0032,0073). 

Regarding claim 2, Skok discloses providing on the production database server 
(203) the live version of the business data table containing information used to populate 
web pages on the production web server (203) accessible via a browser 
(internet/intranet)(202) on a customer workstation (201)(see fig. 2). 

Regarding claim 3, Skok discloses storing the quality assurance version of the 
business data table used to populate pages on the quality assurance web server (205) 
accessible via a browser on a business workstation (see paragraph 0027 or fig. 3). 

Regarding claims 7 and 9, Skok discloses allowing the maker to access the 
quality assurance database server (205) and enter the change (edit) to the data further 
comprises allowing the maker to access the quality assurance database server (205) 
and enter the change to the data on the quality assurance version of the business data 
table using a browser (html) on a business workstation (see paragraph 0035 with using 
Netscape composer to edit) and it is inherent that Skok discloses the editing the table 
including the delete, adding (see paragraph 0065). 

With respect to claim 14, Skok discloses the respective web servers and 
database server are coupled to one another via one of a global network and an intranet 
(see fig. 2). 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth 
insection 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior 
art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made 
to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 4-6 and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) as being unpatentable 
over Skok (U.S. pub. No. 2002/0091725) in view of Ries et al. (U.S. Pub. 
2003/0023632). 

Regarding claims 4-6, and 10, Skok discloses all limitations of claimed invention 
recited in claim 1 except for sql database and backend database management. 
However, Ries et al. discloses sql database (see paragraph 0092) and backend 
database management (see paragraph 055-056). It would have been obvious at the 
time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to modify Skok's 
method to have sql database and backend database management in order to have 
different administration tools to edit the database in web server since such having sql 
database and backend database management for the stated purpose has been well 
known in the art as evidenced by teaching of Ries et al. (see paragraph 0019-0020). 

6. Claims 8 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) as being unpatentable 
over Skok (U.S. pub. No. 2002/0091725) in view of Sutherland et al. (U.S. Pub. 
2002/0120757). 

Regarding claims 8 and 13, Skok discloses all limitations of claimed invention 
recited in claim 1 except for allowing the maker to designate a time for the change to be 
accessible on web server. However, Sutherland et al. discloses allowing the maker 
(administrator) to designate a time for the change to be accessible on web server (see 
paragraph 0074). It would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a 



Application/Control Number: 10/825,502 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2163 

person having ordinary skill in the art to modify Skok's system to allow the administrator 
to designate a time for the change to be accessible on web server in order to increate 
the security for the web server since such allowing the administrator to designate a time 
for the change to be accessible on web server for the stated purpose has been well 
known in the art as evidenced by teaching of Sutherland et al. (see paragraph 0074). 
7. Claim 1 1 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) as being unpatentable over Skok 
(U.S. pub. No. 2002/0091725) in view of Cochran et al. (U.S. Pub. 2004/0030697). 

Regarding claim 11, Skok discloses all limitations of claimed invention recited in 
claim 1 except for allowing the checker to access the quality assurance database server 
to review the change to the data suing a web browser on business workstation. 
However, Cochran et al. discloses allowing the checker (administrator) to access the 
quality assurance database server to review the change to the data using a web 
browser on business workstation (see abstract). It would have been obvious at the time 
the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to modify Skok's 
system to allow the administrator to access the quality assurance database server to 
review the change to the data using a web browser on business workstation in order to 
have administrator at remote site can able to view, manage or follow the status since 
such allowing the administrator to access the quality assurance database server to 
review the change to the data using a web browser on business workstation for the 
stated purpose has been well known in the art as evidenced by teaching of Cochran et 
al. (see paragraph 007). 
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Response to Arguments 

8. Applicant's arguments filed on 01/03/2007 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. Applicant made the following arguments: 

a. " The rejection of claims 1-15 under 35 U.S.C. 101 as directed to non- 
statutory subject matter is clearly improper." page 7, fifth paragraph. 

b. "Skok fails to teach or suggest providing on a production database server 
a live version of at least one business data table containing information used to 
populate web pages on a production web server and.storing in a quality 
assurance database server a quality assurance version of the at least one 
business data table used to populate pages on a quality assurance web server, 
as recited in claims 1 and 15. On the contrary, Skok merely stores a live version 
of HTML and attachment portions for web pages in a web server database, and 
the edits created by a user on an application at the user's browser are simply 
queued for approval before being copied to the web server database (See, e.g., 
Skok, pars. 0031, 0068 and Fig. 2)." page 8, fourth paragraph. 

c. "Skok fails to teach or suggest allowing a maker at a business workstation 
to access the quality assurance database server and enter a change to data on 
the quality assurance version of the at least one business data table. Instead, 
according to Skok, the web server displays the web page in the user's browser 
along with an editing application with which the user edits the web page on the 
web page database, and the edited web page is simply queued for a checker to 
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approve (See, e.g., Skok, par. 0066 and 0068)." page 8, last paragraph and page 
9, first paragraph. 

d. "Skok fails to teach or suggest allowing a checker at the business 
workstation to access the quality assurance database server to review and 
approve or reject the change to the data on the quality assurance version of the 
at least one business data table, as recited in claims 1 and 15. On the contrary, 
instead of a accessing a quality assurance database storing a quality assurance 
version of the business data table as recited in claim 1 and 15, according to 
Skok, the checker simply approves the queued web page edits for publishing 
(See, e.g., Skok, par. 0066).", page 9, second paragraph. 

e. "There is no hint of teaching or suggestion in Skok of replicating the 
change to the data on the quality assurance version of the at least one business 

- data table from the quality assurance database server to the live version of the at 
least one business data table on the production database server if the checker 
approves the change, as recited in claims 1 and 15. As the Examiner should 
know, replicating is a term of art which is clearly distinguishable from simple 
copying, as discussed at length in the Specification, e.g., at p. 6, line 22- p. 7, 
line 13; and p. 21, lines 11-22; p. 22, lines 17-28. Instead of replicating the 
change on the quality assurance version from the quality assurance database 
server to the live version on the production database server, according to Skok, 
the user's edits are merely copied to the web server if approved (See, e.g., Skok, 
par. 0031).", page 9, third paragraph. 
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The Applicant's arguments a are not persuasive because the claims do not 
provide final result if the checker does not approve the change. The rejection of claims 
1,15 under 35 U.S. C 101 as directed to non-statutory subject matter is clearly proper. 

The Applicant's arguments b are not persuasive because Skok discloses a 
production database server (203) a live version of at least one business data table (i.e., 
"tables" (0065)) containing information (HTML editor, Java programming language 
applet, etc.,) used to populate web pages on a production web server (203). The claims 
do not recite any structure or method to define the different between the database 
server of this application and the web server (203) of Skok. 

The Applicant's arguments c are not persuasive because Skok discloses the 
user's browser along with an editing application with the user edits the web page on the 
web page database. What is the different between the maker and user? User using the 
browser at workstation to access the database server and edits (change to data) the 
data as applicant admitted in page 8-9. 

The Applicant's arguments d are not persuasive because the claims fail to recite 
the structure to define the different doc server 205 and a quality assurance database. 
Both of them are database to store a quality assurance version of the business data 
table before to publish. The data in the Doc server (a quality assurance version of the 
business data table) get approve from the web page edits (checker) for publishing 
(0066). 
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The Applicant's arguments e are not persuasive because Skok discloses the 
user's edits copied (replicating) to the web server if approved. Based on the dictionary 
(wikitionary), the replicate is as to make a copy. If the Applicant thinks the replicating is 
different with the Skok, the Applicant should put its in the claim's language to define the 
different. The claims have been interpreted in the broadest meaning. 

The applicant's argument about the rejection 103, the Applicant's arguments are 
not persuasive because Skok and Ries or Skok and Sutherland or Skok and Cochran et 
al., in combination, discloses all limitations of claims invention (see rejection above). 
Further, Sutherland discloses the administrator (a maker) can granting group 
permissions to specific resources and time to access to web server as required in claim 

8. Also, Skok discloses the user to use a web browser on a business workstation to 
access the quality assurance database server (Doc Server)(205) to review and approve 
or reject the change to the data (Skok, 0066) as claimed 1 1 invention so Skok and 
Cochran discloses all limitation of claimed invention in claim 11. 

Conclusion 

9. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
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extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 



10. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Hung T. Vy whose telephone number is 571-2721954. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 8.30am - 5.30 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Don Wong can be reached on 571 272 1834. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Hung T. Vy 
Art Unit 2163 
February 22, 2007. 
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